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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Phillip Cheeks appeal s the sentence imposed on his convictions
entered on his guilty pleas to using a counterfeit access devicein vio-
lation of 18 U.S.C. § 1029(a)(1) (1994), and felon in possession of a
firearmin violation of 18 U.S.C. § 922(g) (1994). On appesal, Cheeks
contends that the district court erred in departing upward from the
sentencing range obtained from the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines
(1997). Generaly, we review adistrict court's decision to depart for
abuse of discretion. See Koon v. United States, 518 U.S. 81, 91
(1996). However, adistrict court's decision that an encouraged factor
is not adequately accounted for under the applicable guideline is
reviewed de novo. Seeid. at 95-96, 100; see adso United Statesv.
Rybicki, 96 F.3d 754, 757-58 (4th Cir. 1996). Our review of the
record on apped revealsthat the district court properly decided to
depart as aresult of Cheeks extensive criminal history. See USSG

§ 4A1.3. Furthermore, the district court adequately stated its reasons
for departure from the bench, and did not abuse its discretion in deter-
mining the extent of its departure from the guidelines range. See
United States v. Rusher, 966 F.2d 868 (4th Cir. 1992); United States
v. Cash, 983 F.2d 558 (4th Cir. 1992).

Finding no reversible error in the district court's decision to depart
upward from the guidelines range, we affirm Cheeks sentence. We
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dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



